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CHICAGO-KENT LAW REVIEW FACULTY
SCHOLARSHIP SURVEY
THE EXECUTIVE BOARD*
In its purest form, legal scholarship, like other forms of scholarly re-
search, enables us to understand who we are, how we got here and
where we're headed. It illuminates and defines our legal, political, in-
tellectual and social cultures .... [L]egal scholarship plays an essential
role in the evolution of law. Lawyers, judges and government officials
rarely have the time systematically to re-think complex legal issues.
Professors on the other hand, have the luxury-perhaps more accu-
rately the responsibility-to devote months and even years to the often
daunting task of intensive research, analysis, discussion, and re-evalua-
tion of our legal concepts and institutions. This effort can, and does
have an important and salutary impact on the course of the law.'
I. INTRODUCTION
The impetus for empirical studies is typically a curiosity about and a
desire to quantify some qualitative reality. This study is no exception.
Two years ago, the Chicago-Kent Law Review changed to an all-sympo-
sium format. To objectively measure and track the impact of our change,
we sought to determine what quantitative variables could be evaluated
over time to measure that qualitative reality. In selecting those variables,
we reviewed several surveys which ranked law reviews and tentatively
selected frequency of citation as our measure of relative journal quality.
2
In the course of our research, we discovered several studies which
ranked law school faculties based on their productivity in leading jour-
nals. We found such a ranking system interesting and became curious as
to how those rankings had changed. Consequently, our initial project
evolved into a survey of not only the leading journals, but also a survey
of the top law school faculties publishing in those journals. Further, we
determined that we were probably not alone in our curiosity and that we
should consider publishing the results of our study.
* This survey would not have been possible without the extensive assistance and patience of
John Mayer, the Computer Lab Manager at lIT Chicago-Kent College of Law.
1. Address by Dean Geoffrey Stone, Annual Dinner of the University of Chicago Law School
Alumni Association (May 10, 1989) (copy on file with the Chicago-Kent Law Review).
2. See infra pp. 201-203 for discussion regarding our survey methodology.
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II. METHODOLOGY
Our initial step was to develop a supportable quantitative survey
methodology. We realized that the most important element of the meth-
odology of any empirical study is credibility, and that credibility centers
on two important aspects: 1) The accuracy of the information and 2) the
methodology used to produce the survey. We addressed both of these
concerns in developing our survey.
We approached the problem of data accuracy from two fronts.
First, we checked and double-checked our data in-house, and second, we
sent our preliminary results to every law school in the country to give
each the opportunity to verify our findings.
3
In formulating our methodology, we looked both to surveys that
had evaluated leading law reviews 4 and to surveys that had evaluated
faculty scholarship. 5 Our final methodology is a combination of what
we believe to be the best and most defensible elements from those
surveys. Consequently, to explain fully the methodology we employed,
we must first discuss our evaluation of those other surveys. This discus-
sion follows in Section II A. Section II B then summarizes our method-
ology for selecting the top law reviews and for evaluating faculty
productivity in those journals. Our findings are presented in tables ap-
3. This method of data verification is, of course, far from exact. Some schools did not re-
spond, others responded with data that was outside the volume years we surveyed. However, we
concluded that those most knowledgeable about their faculty's scholarly productivity would have a
vested interest in ensuring that any errors would be corrected before publication. A typical problem
we encountered resulted from crediting one school for another's article or failing to credit any school
at all. Since we took all of the information for this survey from the acknowledgement in the law
review article itself, we occasionally miscredited or failed to credit a school because the author listed
only her visiting professor status (visitors were credited to their home law schools only), or because
she listed no academic status at all. Due to the time that would have been necessary to compare
every entry to a listing in the AALS Directory for that year (assuming the AALS Directory had no
lag time), we were unable to verify through an outside source every name and affiliation. Thus, we
were greatly assisted in reducing the error rate of this survey through the efforts of the schools that
responded. However, because the start-up time of our survey took over one year, we decided to
update the citation counts for each of the journals by one year after we had already received re-
sponses from the deans. Consequently, the deans did not have the opportunity to verify all of the
information in our database. Nevertheless, the additional data was carefully scrutinized by the law
review staff.
In addition to this backup method of verification, we have, of course, attempted throughout the
progress of the survey to check every step at least twice (and often three or more times).
4. Mann, The Use of Legal Periodicals by Courts and Journals, 26 JURIMETR1CS J. 400 (1986):
Maru, Measuring the Impact of Legal Periodicals, 1976 AM. B. FOUND. RES. J. 227.
5. Ellman, A Comparison of Law Faculty Production in Leading Law Reviews, 33 J. LEGAL
EDuc. 681 (1983); Memorandum from Northwestern Professor Mayer Freed to the Faculty and
Deans of Northwestern University Law School (Feb. 1, 1989) (detailing methodology and results of




pearing throughout this article. 6
A. Previous Surveys
1. Selecting Leading Law Reviews
In the last fifteen years, two important studies have attempted to
rank legal periodicals by some objective standard of citation frequency.
In the first,7 Librarian Olavi Maru conducted a study in 1976 to deter-
mine the most frequently cited law reviews. Maru selected a sample of
285 legal periodicals and then chose one publication year for all of those
periodicals (1972). Maru read all the footnotes in every article published
in those journals for that year and counted how many times any of the
same 285 legal publications were cited. This provided Maru with a
"footnote citation frequency figure" with which to rank the journals. 8
To account for the variances in the number of pages each journal pub-
lished in a given year, Maru incorporated "impact factors" based on the
average number of pages each journal published over a ten-year period.
Maru's methodology therefore yielded a ranking of law reviews based on
the number of citations per page of text. 9
The Maru study, although comprehensive, contained several self-
acknowledged limitations. For example, Maru's exceedingly large sam-
ple resulted in approximately 39% of the journals in the sample not be-
ing law reviews affiliated with a law school, but rather bar association
journals, specialty journals, etc.' 0 In addition, Maru's survey had an in-
herent historical bias because he tallied all citations regardless of the age
of the article cited; and Maru himself observed that "[t]he citation counts
are ... surely overweighted in favor of older journals."" I Finally, Maru
recognized the possibility of anomalous rankings when he noted that his
6. The tables appearing in this survey provide data for only the top fifty journals or schools for
each of the tables. Data for journals or schools not represented in our tables are on file at the
Chicago-Kent Law Review and are available upon request.
7. Maru, supra note 4.
8. Maru chose not to use Shepard's Citations for two reasons. First, they did not include
citations to all of the journals Maru wished to survey, such as Journal of Law and Economics
Journal of Legal Studies, and Supreme Court Review. Id. at 231. In addition they provided a cumu-
lative count producing a "bias in favor of older materials." Id.
9. Id. at 240-41. The page-adjusted ranking provided the following list of the twenty most-
cited law journals: Harvard Law Review, Yale Law Journal, Columbia Law Review, University of
Chicago Law Review, University of Pennsylvania Law Review, Supreme Court Review, Northwest-
ern University Law Review, Law and Contemporary Problems, California Law Review, Michigan
Law Review, American Bar Association Journal, Journal of Law and Economics, Journal of Crimi-
nal Law, Criminology and Police Science, Stanford Law Review, Cornell Law Review, Harvard
Civil Rights-Civil Liberties Law Review, New York University Law Review, Virginia Law Review.
Texas Law Review, and American Journal of International Law. Id. at 243.
10. Id. at 240.
11. Id. at 240 n.25.
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survey's rankings were based only on a one-year sample and conse-
quently were subject to any errors that a one-year snap shot might
produce. 12
The second study we examined was published by Professor Richard
Mann in 1986. Professor Mann's survey ranked law reviews by the total
number of Shepard's citations by both courts and other legal periodicals
to each of the reviews he surveyed. 13 Mann selected a single publication
year (1978-79) 14 and counted court and journal citations in the 1984 vol-
ume of the Shepard's Law Review Citations. He then ranked 161 journals
by their relative frequency of citation. By examining only one sample
year and counting the number of citations to only those volumes pub-
lished in that year, Mann sought to avoid a bias in favor of older jour-
nals. 15 Mann acknowledged that his sample was considerably smaller
than Maru's, but contended that his sample was drawn from "the more
highly ranked group of Maru's study."' 16 Mann also took into account
the potential bias in favor of high-output journals by dividing each jour-
nal's total number of citations by the number of pages that each journal
published and then multiplying that quotient by 1,000.17 Thus, Mann
ranked the journals by their frequency of journal citations per 1,000
pages published. 18
12. Id.
13. Mann, supra note 4.
14. Mann's selection of 1978-79 was based on two considerations: "First, the year should be as
recent as possible so as to include newer journals. Second, the sample year should be early enough to
allow for citations to occur." Id. at 401.
15. In Mann's study, therefore, "all titles have had an equal amount of time to attract cita-
tions." Id. at 401 n.5.
16. Id. at 401 n.8.
17. Id. at 406.
18. Id. Mann's ranking of journals by their frequency of journal citations per 1000 pages of
output produced the following list of top twenty journals: Arbitration Journal, Columbia Law Re-
view, Judicature, Harvard Law Review, University of Chicago Law Review, Business Lawyer, Yale
Law Journal, University of Pennsylvania Law Review, Hofstra Law Review, New York University
Law Review, Cornell Law Review/Georgetown Law Journal (tie), Law and Contemporary
Problems, Industrial and Labor Relations Review, Stanford Law Review, Duke Law Journal, Has-
tings Law Journal, Texas Law Review, Virginia Law Review and Buffalo Law Review. Id. at 407.
The following journals from Maru's survey were not represented on Mann's tally: Supreme
Court Review, Northwestern University Law Review, California Law Review, Michigan Law Re-
view, American Bar Association Journal, Journal of Law and Economics, Journal of Criminal Law.
Criminology and Police Science, Harvard Civil Rights-Civil Liberties Law Review, and American
Journal of International Law. Cf Maru, supra note 4, at 243 with Mann, supra note 4, at 407.
The following journals, which ranked in the top twenty in Mann's survey, did not rank in the
top twenty in Maru's survey: Arbitration Journal, Judicature. Business Lawyer, Hofstra Law Re-
view, Georgetown Law Journal, Industrial Labor Relations Review, Duke Law Journal, and Has-
tings Law Journal.
The following eleven journals were ranked in the top twenty in both surveys: Columbia Law
Review, Harvard Law Review, University of Chicago Law Review, Yale Law Journal, University of
Pennsylvania Law Review, New York University Law Review, Cornell Law Review, Law and Con-
temporary Problems, Stanford Law Review, Texas Law Review, and Virginia Law Review.
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Professor Mann's methodology also had certain limitations. First,
because he chose a single publication year, there was a distinct possibility
that his selection of "a different sample year could have resulted in differ-
ent rank orderings."' 9 Also, there were some drawbacks, which Maru
identified, with the use of Shepard's citations as the source of citation
totals.20 For example, Shepard's does not include in its citation volume a
listing of citations for such journals as Supreme Court Review, Journal of
Law and Economics, or Journal of Legal Studies.2' Shepard's citations
do, however, provide a published and widely disseminated work that fa-
cilitates the verification of journal rankings by outside sources.
22
The methodologies used by Maru and Mann in selecting the leading
law reviews provided the basic models for our selection of the leading
journals. Where Maru and Mann differed in their methodology, we
sought to evaluate the divergences and to select what we perceived to be
the better method. A complete discussion of our methodology for select-
ing the leading law reviews is found below in Section II B.
2. Comparing Faculty Scholarship
After selecting our methodology for determining the top law re-
views, we set out to formulate the methodology we would employ to rank
faculty productivity in those journals. For this portion of our survey, we
relied heavily upon two previous studies of faculty scholarship. The first
was published by Professor Ellman in 1983. In his survey, Ellman com-
pared law faculty productivity in the twenty-three "leading law reviews"
in the country.23 Ellman selected the leading journals "primarily by ref-
erence to [Maru's] 1976 study of the frequency with which various law
journals are cited."' 24 He altered Maru's list by omitting practitioner and
bar association journals, 25 along with journals not affiliated with law
schools appearing in the Cartter Report's list of the top twenty law
schools in the country. 26 He then recorded every article27 that appeared
19. Mann, supra note 4, at 401 n.6.
20. Maru, supra note 4, at 231.
21. Id.
22. Maru's study, for example, would be nearly impossible to verify externally.
23. Ellman, supra note 5, at 681.
24. Id.
25. Ellman justified these omissions by claiming that he was interested in sampling "legal schol-
arship rather than all legal literature." Id. at 681.
26. Ellman relied on the Cartter Report for the identification of the "top twenty" law schools in
the country. Ellman, supra note 5, at 681-82; See A. CARTTER, THE CARTTER REIPORT ON I"HE
LEADING SCHOOLS OF EDUCATION, LAW AND BUSINESS, 44-48 (1977).
Ellman's resulting list was comprised of the following twenty-three journals: Harvard Law
Review, Yale Law Journal, California Law Review, University of Chicago Law Review, Michigan
Law Review, Law and Contemporary Problems, Supreme Court Review, Northwestern University
19891
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in those reviews for a two-and-one-half-year period from late-1979 to
mid-1982. After collecting that data, Ellman allocated the total number
of pages of each article to the law school with which the author was
affiliated. Finally, after totaling those figures, he divided the faculty's
total production as represented by the total number of pages published in
the two-and-one-half-year period by the number of full-time, tenure-
track professors on the various faculties.
28
Many of the limitations of the Maru study also apply to Ellman's
survey. 29 Since the citation counts upon which Maru relied had an his-
torical bias in favor of older journals, Ellman's selection of Maru's rank-
ing had a similar bias. Furthermore, this bias was presumably
accentuated by Ellman's exclusion of journals from schools that the Cart-
ter Report did not consider to be among the "top twenty."' 30 An addi-
tional limitation arose from the relatively short time period surveyed;
Ellman acknowledged that rankings of "a few schools might be distorted
by any two or three year snapshot" but felt that the "sample period
seem[ed] large enough to be generally valid."'
a t
A second faculty productivity survey was recently completed by
Northwestern Professor Mayer Freed. 32 Professor Freed limited his sur-
vey to the top law schools as selected by U.S. News & World Report. 
33
Including specialty journals affiliated with those schools, Freed's meth-
odology produced a list of twenty-five journals to survey. 34 Freed then
compiled a list of the faculties35 from the twenty schools identified by
U.S. News & World Report. Each faculty member's name was searched
in the INFOTRAC database of legal periodicals for law review articles
Law Review, University of Pennsylvania Law Review, Columbia Law Review, UCLA Law Review,
Cornell Law Review, Duke Law Journal, Harvard Civil Rights-Civil Liberties Law Review, Univer-
sity of Illinois Law Review, Journal of Law and Economics, New York University Law Review,
Minnesota Law Review, Stanford Law Review, Southern California Law Review, Texas Law Re-
view, Virginia Law Review, and Wisconsin Law Review. Ellman, supra note 5, at 682 n.4. (The
Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology (affiliated with Northwestern University) was dropped
from Ellman's survey because of errors in the database.) Id.
27. Ellman omitted student work, but included tributes, remembrances, replies, responses and
comments as well as full-fledged articles and book reviews. Id. at 682 n.6.
28. Id. at 684-85.
29. See supra notes 11-13 and accompanying text.
30. Some of the journals that were thereby excluded from ElIman's listing include: Ge-
orgetown Law Journal, Vanderbilt Law Review, George Washington Law Review, Boston Univer-
sity Law Review, Iowa Law Review, Ohio State Law Journal and Hastings Law Journal. See Maru.
supra note 4, at 243.
31. Ellman, supra note 5, at 686.
32. A copy of the unpublished Freed study is on file at the Chicago-Kent Law Review office.
33. Special Report: Law Schools. U.S. NEWS & WORLD REPORT, Nov. 7, 1987 at 77.
34. The list essentially is the same as Ellman's, except it adds the Journal of Criminal Law and
Criminology and the Georgetown Law Journal. See supra note 26.
35. The list was compiled from the 1987-88 AALS Directory of Law Teachers.
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published between January, 1980 and October, 1988. The number of
pages published by each author was then allocated to that author's cur-
rently affiliated law school regardless of whether they were so affiliated at
the time the article was published.
Because Freed's survey was limited to the top twenty law schools as
listed by the U.S. News & World Report, no schools other than those
listed by that report could be included in his survey. As Ellman's study
showed, however, there are a number of high-output law faculties not
affiliated with schools that can claim a law review in the "top twenty"
listing.36 Furthermore, in Freed's study, articles which were co-written
had their total number of pages attributed to each author. This approach
overstated the productivity of faculties that produced a large number of
co-written pieces. Finally, schools were given credit for articles written
by currently affiliated professors regardless of whether those professors
were affiliated with the school at the time they published their articles.
This method clearly favored the more prestigious law schools to the det-
riment of the smaller schools because more prestigious schools tend to
hire the most widely-published professors from the smaller schools. As a
result, articles written by a hired-away professor were all attributed to
the professor's current institution rather than to the institution with
which the professor was affiliated when her articles were actually pub-
lished. This methodology thus deprived the smaller schools of credit for
scholarship produced by their up-and-coming faculty members.
B. Our Methodology
1. Selecting the Leading Reviews
At first blush, the selection of leading student-edited law journals
did not seem to be a formidable task. Initially, a list combining one or
more of the previously published surveys seemed to suffice. However,
the leading journals used in those surveys were selected on the basis of
citations tallied in the early to mid-1970s. Consequently, even in the
slowly changing world of law review rankings, that information was out-
dated for our purposes.37 Thus, we were faced with the task of selecting
what might be called the leading law journals of the 1980s.
36. ElIman's survey identified six faculties among the top twenty-three (ranked by pages per
faculty member) that were not affiliated with the twenty-three schools that had a law review in the
group Ellman surveyed. These were: Arizona State, Rutgers-Camden, Vanderbilt. Boston Univer-
sity, Pittsburgh, and Yeshiva-Cardozo. See Ellman, supra note 5, at 688.
37. The rankings from Professor Mann's survey could have been adopted. however, the Mann
survey was based on citations to the 1978-79 publication year (and is thus somewhat outdated) and
the survey used only one year as the base year while we chose to use three.
1989]
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Borrowing the general techniques used by Professor Mann in his
study, 38 we decided to count citations to law journals as recorded by
Shepard's Law Review Citations. Recapping his technique: Professor
Mann chose a single publication year (1978-79) and counted all citations
that appeared in Shepard's for the 161 journals he had selected; working
with the 1984 Shepard's issue, he selected a sample year five years earlier,
because over half of all citations to law review articles occur within five
years of publication; 39 he was thus able to rank the 161 journals by the
frequency with which they were cited by courts and by other law
journals.
Like Professor Mann, we used Shepard's Law Review Citations.40 In
this way we avoided the bias in favor of older journals that occurs when
one counts citations to a law review occurring in one year, but referenc-
ing articles published many years before. Unlike Professor Mann, how-
ever, we did not count only citations to one volume year, rather we
expanded the base for our survey to three volume years.41 Working with
the 1986 bound volume of Shepard's and the most recent supplement, we
selected sample years 1980-81, 1981-82, and 1982-83. We selected these
sample years because they were at least five years old and thus provided
sufficient time for citation to occur. By using three years instead of one,
we hoped to reduce the risk that a law journal would be considered a
leading journal simply because it had a good year or even just one good
issue.42 We Shepardized all student-edited general interest journals affili-
ated with American law schools and tallied the number of times the rele-
38. Mann, supra note 4.
39. Id. Professor Mann relied on the Maru study which found that 57% of all citations oc-
curred within five years of publication date. See, Maru, supra note 4, at 274.
40. We acknowledge the limitations which are inherent in counting Shepards citations. see
supra note 20 and accompanying text, but we believe that the enhanced ability to verify data out-
weighs the limitations.
41. A recent article which examined student-edited journals recognized the need for extending
Mann's publication period beyond one year. It stated that "[t]o verify the validity of the rankings.
Mann's study should be extended to a longer publication period than one year or should be repeated
from time to time." Liebman & White, How the Student-Edited Law Journals Make Their Publica-
tion Decisions, 39 J. LEGAL. Eouc. 387, 393 n.30 (1989).
42. Professor Mann recognized that because only one year was selected as the base for his
sample, "the choice of a different sample year could have resulted in different rank orderings."
Mann, supra note 4, at 401 n.6. We sought to offset some of the risk of this variation by expanding
the base to three years. Although this undoubtedly added some stability to the selection of the
twenty reviews we surveyed, the possibility that a fourth year would alter the rankings is not elini-
nated entirely. Most reviews publish at least four issues per publication year (and some as many as
eight), with each issue containing anywhere from one to five or more lead articles. Thus. the possi-
bility that one extremely popular article or issue (for example, a highly cited symposium issue) may
have unduly bolstered the ranking of one of the leading reviews eventually selected is considerably
reduced by including an additional two years. Again, there is the possibility that one or more of the
reviews selected in this survey had three consecutive "good years", but this alone would seem to
qualify them for "rising star" status in the rankings of various law reviews. See also Leibman &
[Vol. 65:195
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vant three volumes for each were cited by other journals. 43 We excluded
self-cites from this count-that is, citations in a journal to its own jour-
nal. This was done in order to avoid the excessive repetition of citation
which occurs in symposium issues. 44 We then ranked the journals by
total citations (excluding self-cites) per volume published.4 5 A list of the
top fifty journals based on that criterion is shown in Table I which ap-
pears on the next page.
2. Faculty Scholarship
The faculty scholarship portion of our survey ranks law school fac-
ulties based on their productivity in the twenty leading journals we se-
lected. 46 We limited our survey to articles published by full, associate,
and assistant professors.4 7 Articles written by visiting professors were
credited to their full-time school. Our classification for each professor
was drawn from the professor's acknowledgment footnote.
We surveyed and entered into our database every article published
in the twenty leading journals for the relevant five-year period (1982-
1987). A list of those twenty journals along with the volumes we sur-
veyed for each appears in Table 11.48 We then recorded the law school
affiliation of each author at the time the article was published and en-
tered the total number of pages of each article into our database. If an
White, supra note 41, at 393 n.30 (stating that if "a journal had published several especially cite-
worthy articles during the publication year, it would score very heavily under Mann's method").
43. Shepard's Law Review Citations provides citation information for 142 student-edited general
interest journals.
44. Given the all symposium format of the Chicago-Kent Law Review. we were particularly
sensitive to the skewed results that symposium self-cites could generate.
45. We considered following the lead of Maru and Mann by dividing the total number of cita-
tions by the page totals for each journal, but we found such a cite-per-page ranking to be misleading.
We discovered that there was a great disparity in the way different journals utilized pages. For
example, some journals publish a great deal of student articles, tributes and surveys of the law, which
are less frequently cited, while other journals publish more lead articles, which are more highly cited.
As a result, by dividing total citations by the total number of pages published, we would be diluting
the rankings of those journals that published articles which are less likely to be cited. Therefore, we
decided to rank the journals by total citations (excluding self-cites) per volume published for the
relevant three-year period.
46. We recognize that we are not measuring all aspects of legal scholarship in that we are
excluding the significant contribution professors make by publishing books, treatises, and articles in
specialized legal journals. Nonetheless, we believe that we are measuring something significant and
representative of scholarly productivity.
47. Thus, we excluded articles written by adjunct a;d clinical professors as well as articles
written by professors from other schools associated with universities (such as the schools of business
and psychology). We also excluded articles written by judges. practitioners, and students.
48. We limited our survey to the top twenty journals because professors, of course, prefer to
publish their articles in a top journal rather than in a less renowned journal. By limiting our survey
to articles published in those top journals, we hoped to add a qualitative element to our results. This
qualitative element is inherent because the top journals have a large universe of articles from which























































ToP FIFTY JOURNALS BASED ON FREQUENCY OF CITATION
IN OTHER JOURNALS
Total Average
Journal Journal Cites Cites per Volume
Harvard Law Review 1,436 478.67
Yale Law Journal 1,070 356.67
Stanford Law Review 837 279.00
Columbia Law Review 803 267.67
California Law Review 637 212.33
University of Chicago Law Review 569 189.67
Virginia Law Review 559 186.33
Cornell Law Review 523 174.33
New York University Law Review 516 172.00
Vanderbilt Law Review 515 171.67
Texas Law Review 509 169.67
Ohio State Law Journal 505 168.33
University of Pennsylvania Law Review 489 163.00
Michigan Law Review 488 162.67
UCLA Law Review 390 130.00
Northwestern University Law Review 370 123.33
Boston University Law Review 348 116.00
Southern California Law Review 341 113.67
Georgetown Law Journal 288 96.00
Minnesota Law Review 285 95.00
Georgia Law Review 263 87.67
Wisconsin Law Review 255 85.00
William and Mary Law Review 254 84.67
Iowa Law Review 251 83.67
Maryland Law Review 246 82.00
Hofstra Law Review 238 79.33
North Carolina Law Review 213 71.00
Notre Dame Law Review 206 68.67
Duke Law Journal 197 65.67
Hastings Law Journal 163 54.33
Emory Law Journal 145 48.33
University of Illinois Law Review 142 47.33
Arizona Law Review 142 47.33
Villanova Law Review 123 41.00
Washington Law Review 123 41.00
Missouri Law Review 122 40.67
Indiana Law Journal 121 40.33
Mercer Law Review 119 39.67
Rutgers Law Review 118 39.33
University of Pittsburgh Law Review 114 38.00
University of Miami Law Review 113 37.67
University of Florida Law Review 112 37.33
Boston College Law Review 111 37.00
Southwestern University Law Review 110 36.67
Brigham Young University Law Review 108 36.00
Fordham Law Review 106 35.33
Buffalo Law Review 103 34.33
Washington University Law Quarterly 100 33.33
Creighton Law Review 100 33.33































University of Chicago Law Review
Virginia Law Review
Cornell Law Review
New York University Law Review
Vanderbilt Law Review
Texas Law Review
Ohio State Law Journal
University of Pennsylvania Law Review
Michigan Law Review
UCLA Law Review
Northwestern University Law Review
Boston University Law Review
Southern California Law Review
Georgetown Law Journal
Minnesota Law Review
article was co-authored, each author received an equal percentage of the
total number of pages of the article. Finally, we calculated the average
full-time faculty size of each of the schools represented in the survey by
using the Association of American Law School's Directory of Law Teach-
ers to tally the number of assistant, associate and full professors (regard-
less of whether they also held positions such as dean or librarian, for
example).
Based on the information that we had in our database, we generated
a series of lists. First, we took the total number of pages published in the
top twenty law reviews by the faculties of each American law school and
divided that number by each school's average faculty size. We selected
pages per faculty member for this report because of the fact that we in-
cluded all articles written by full-time faculty members in our database.
Thus, if we used articles-per-faculty member rather than pages per
faculty member as our criterion, schools would get equal credit regard-
less of whether a member of their faculty published a two-page book re-
view or a 150 page exhaustive examination of a legal issue. A list of the
top fifty schools based on pages published per faculty member appears in
Table IV which can be found in the table section following this article.
The second list has essentially the same criteria as the first list ex-
cept that it excludes in-house pages. In-house pages represent the pro-
duction of faculties in their own law school's law review. Of course, the























the top twenty. We recognize that publishing in the leading journals is
prestigious even for their affiliated faculties. However, a ranking exclud-
ing in-house pages is meaningful in that it illustrates which faculties pub-
lish more articles in their own school's journal as opposed to in other
leading journals. A list of the top fifty schools based on this criterion
appears in Table V.
In our next ranking, we omitted the page number weighting applied
in the previous rankings. Here, we simply ranked schools based on the
total number of articles and book reviews published per faculty member
in the leading journals. We recognize that an article-per-faculty member
listing does not take into consideration the relative length of articles and,
as a result, gives equal weight to both book reviews and articles. Such a
listing does, however, indicate the number of articles each school man-
aged to publish in the leading journals. A listing based on articles per
faculty member appears in Table VI. Additionally, for comparison, a
listing of articles-per-faculty member, excluding in-house articles, ap-
pears in Table VII.
The criteria for our next series of rankings is simply a refinement of
the criteria we employed in Tables IV - VII. These rankings are based on
tallies of only those articles published in the top ten journals, as opposed
to the top twenty. Table VIII is a ranking of schools based on pages
published per faculty member in the top ten journals including in-house
pages. Table IX ranks schools based on pages published in the top ten
journals excluding in-house pages. Table X provides a ranking of schools
based on articles per faculty member including in-house articles, and Ta-
ble XI provides a listing of articles per faculty member excluding in-
house articles.
Our final report is the faculty scholarship equivalent of our top fifty
law review ranking. This list takes all of the variables in Tables IV - XI
into consideration by simply averaging each school's rankings in those
tables. This list appears immediately following the Epilogue in Table III.
III. EPILOGUE
Throughout this article, we discussed how our survey differed from
those which preceded it. However, until this point, we have not dis-
cussed the most important element which differentiates our survey from
all of those discussed above. All of those surveys were one-time projects;
providing a mere snapshot of legal scholarship at a single point in time.
This survey, on the other hand, is just the beginning of a project; that
project being an ongoing faculty productivity survey which will be pub-
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lished annually in the Chicago-Kent Law Review. As a result, the Chi-
cago-Kent Law Review Faculty Scholarship Survey will show trends in
legal scholarship and thus will provide a more complete and accurate
comparison of law school faculties. Moreover, any aberrant results will
be washed out from year to year.
CHICAGO-KENT LAW REVIEW
TABLE III



































































University of California - Berkeley
Emory University
Cornell University






Rutgers University - Newark
College of William and Mary
University of Pennsylvania







University of California - Davis
University of Georgia
George Washington University





Case Western Reserve University
University of Kansas
Northeastern University
University of North Carolina
American University






























































PAGES PUBLISHED PER FACULTY MEMBER
IN THE TWENTY LEADING JOURNALS
(including in-house articles)
Rank Law School
1 University of Chicago







9 University of California - Berkeley
10 New York University
11 Cornell University
12 University of Pennsylvania
13 University of Michigan
14 University of Illinois
15 University of Minnesota
16 University of Virginia
17 University of Iowa
18 University of Texas
19 Boston University
20 Vanderbilt University
21 Rutgers University - Camden
22 Georgetown University
23 Emory University
24 Rutgers University - Newark
25 Duke University
26 Ohio State University
27 University of Pittsburgh
28 IIT Chicago - Kent
29 University of North Carolina
30 College of William and Mary
31 Washington University
32 University of Colorado
33 University of Kansas
34 University of California - Davis
35 Indiana University - Bloomington
36 Yeshiva University - Cardozo
37 Southern Methodist University
38 DePaul University
39 George Washington University
40 Tulane University
41 American University
42 University of Wisconsin
43 Case Western Reserve University
44 Wayne State University
45 University of Georgia
46 University of Florida
47 University of Puget Sound
48 Northeastern University
49 Brigham Young University






















































* The "Total Pages" and "Total Articles" columns in Tables IV-XI may contain fractional numbers. This
is because the total pages from co-written articles were divided and attributed equally to each contributing author's




PAGES PUBLISHED PER FACULTY MEMBER




Rank Law School Faculty Pages Member
1 University of Illinois 32.40 1,218.50 37.61
2 University of Iowa 39.40 1,425.50 36.18
3 Harvard University 65.20 2,265.50 34.75
4 Yale University 43.80 1,439.31 32.86
5 Rutgers University - Camden 31.40 1,006.50 32.05
6 University of Chicago 29.60 932.32 31.50
7 Northwestern University 40.60 1,268.31 31.24
8 Columbia University 52.60 1,640.50 31.19
9 University of Southern California 35.40 1,089.50 30.77
10 New York University 64.20 1,870.00 29.13
11 Boston University 42.40 1,120.00 26.42
12 University of Texas 52.80 1,372.49 25.99
13 Emory University 33.40 833.97 24.97
14 Rutgers University - Newark 41.00 986.00 24.05
15 UCLA 47.80 1,148.50 24.03
16 Vanderbilt University 26.00 624.00 24.00
17 Stanford University 43.40 1,034.00 23.82
18 Duke University 36.00 786.50 21.85
19 University of Pittsburgh 30.20 624.00 20.66
20 lIT Chicago - Kent 27.60 556.00 20.14
21 University of Michigan 46.20 924.50 20.01
22 Cornell University 29.40 578.00 19.66
23 University of North Carolina 34.40 676.00 19.65
24 University of California - Berkeley 54.50 1,043.50 19.15
25 College of William and Mary 30.00 528.00 17.60
26 Washington University 29.20 510.00 17.47
27 University of Colorado 28.80 500.00 17.36
28 University of Kansas 28.00 481.00 17.18
29 University of California - Davis 31.80 544.00 17.11
30 Indiana University - Bloomington 27.60 468.00 16.96
31 Yeshiva University - Cardozo 33.80 570.00 16.86
32 Southern Methodist University 35.00 584.00 16.69
33 DePaul University 38.00 617.00 16.24
34 George Washington University 41.40 666.50 16.10
35 Ohio State University 34.00 524.00 15.41
36 Tulane University 47.60 733.00 15.40
37 University of Virginia 60.20 872.48 14.49
38 Georgetown University 65.40 937.00 14.33
39 University of Minnesota 35.80 505.50 14.12
40 American University 35.40 488.00 13.79
41 University of Pennsylvania 34.60 473.00 13.67
42 University of Wisconsin 50.20 646.00 12.87
43 Case Western Reserve University 32.00 408.48 12.76
44 Wayne State University 34.40 437.00 12.70
45 University of Georgia 34.00 403.00 11.85
46 University of Florida 49.60 582.50 11.74
47 University of Puget Sound 30.80 357.00 11.59
48 Northeastern University 19.80 227.50 11.49
49 Brigham Young University 25.00 286.00 11.44























































ARTICLES PUBLISHED PER FACULTY MEMBER




Law School Faculty Articles
University of Chicago 29.60 96.17
Yale University 43.80 85.00
Northwestern University 40.60 64.00
Stanford University 43.40 63.00
University of Southern California 35.40 47.67
University of California - Berkeley 54.50 72.00
Cornell University 29.40 38.50
Columbia University 52.60 68.00
University of Michigan 46.20 58.33
Harvard University 65.20 81.50
UCLA 47.80 56.25
New York University 64.20 61.00
University of Texas 52.80 47.17
University of Virginia 60.20 52.33
University of Illinois 32.40 27.50
University of Minnesota 35.80 30.00
Boston University 42.40 35.50
University of Pennsylvania 34.60 28.00
Vanderbilt University 26.00 17.50
Georgetown University 65.40 43.50
Rutgers University - Camden 31.40 20.50
University of Iowa 39.40 24.50
Emory University 33.40 20.67
Ohio State University 34.00 21.00
College of William and Mary 30.00 17.50
University of Pittsburgh 30.20 16.00
Duke University 36.00 17.50
Yeshiva University - Cardozo 33.80 15.00
Rutgers University - Newark 41.00 18.00
Indiana University - Bloomington 27.60 11.00
University of Wisconsin 50.20 20.00
DePaul University 38.00 13.50
Case Western Reserve University 32.00 11.33
University of Georgia 34.00 12.00
University of Colorado 28.80 10.00
University of California - Davis 31.80 11.00
Washington University 29.20 10.00
American University 35.40 12.00
Wayne State University 34.40 11.50
University of North Carolina 34.40 11.00
Southern Methodist University 35.00 11.00
George Washington University 41.40 12.50
University of Cinninnati 24.00 7.00
lIT Chicago - Kent 27.60 8.00
University of Kansas 28.00 8.00
Tulane University 47.60 13.00
University of Florida 49.60 13.50
University of Puget Sound 30.80 8.00
Cleveland State University 43.60 11.00

























































ARTICLES PUBLISHED PER FACULTY MEMBER
























































University of Chicago 29.60
Yale University 43.80
University of Illinois 32.40
Northwestern University 40.60
University of Southern California 35.40
UCLA 47.80
Stanford University 43.40
New York University 64.20
Harvard University 65.20
Columbia University 52.60
University of Michigan 46.20
Rutgers University - Camden 31.40
Boston University 42.40
University of Texas 52.80
University of Iowa 39.40
Emory University 33.40
College of William and Mary 30.00
University of Pittsburgh 30.20
Duke University 36.00
Cornell University 29.40
University of California - Berkeley 54.50
University of Virginia 60.20
Georgetown University 65.40
Yeshiva University - Cardozo 33.80
Rutgers University - Newark 41.00
Indiana University - Bloomington 27.60
University of Wisconsin 50.20
Vanderbilt University 26.00
DePaul University 38.00
Case Western Reserve University 32.00
University of Georgia 34.00
University of Colorado 28.80
University of Pennsylvania 34.60
University of California - Davis 31.80
Washington University 29.20
American University 35.40
Wayne State University 34.40
University of North Carolina 34.40
Southern Methodist University 35.00
George Washington University 41.40
Ohio State University 34.00
University of Minnesota 35.80
University of Cinninnati 24.00
IIT Chicago - Kent 27.60
University of Kansas 28.00
Tulane University 47.60
University of Florida 49.60
University of Puget Sound 30.80
Cleveland State University 43.60



















































































































































































































PAGES PUBLISHED PER FACULTY MEMBER
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PAGES PUBLISHED PER FACULTY MEMBER




Law School Faculty Pages
Harvard University 65.20 1,754.50
University of Chicago 29.60 688.32
University of Southern California 35.40 764.50
Yale University 43.80 901.65
Duke University 36.00 730.00
University of Iowa 39.40 734.50
University of Illinois 32.40 577.50
Northwestern University 40.60 720.00
Emory University 33.40 585.47
Columbia University 52.60 914.50
Boston University 42.40 715.00
Stanford University 43.40 715.00
Rutgers University - Camden 31.40 453.50
University of Pittsburgh 30.20 423.00
Rutgers University - Newark 41.00 556.00
UCLA 47.80 639.00
New York University 64.20 852.00
University of Michigan 46.20 607.00
University of Texas 52.80 649.49
lIT Chicago - Kent 27.60 303.00
University of California - Berkeley 54.50 586.50
Yeshiva University - Cardozo 33.80 357.00
University of Virginia 60.20 609.98
University of Minnesota 35.80 333.50
Cornell University 29.40 272.00
College of William and Mary 30.00 277.00
University of Pennsylvania 34.60 308.00
Vanderbilt University 26.00 231.00
University of Colorado 28.80 250.00
Southern Methodist University 35.00 303.00
Ohio State University 34.00 278.00
Tulane University 47.60 385.00
George Washington University 41.40 332.50
Georgetown University 65.40 479.00
University of Georgia 34.00 244.00
University of California - Davis 31.80 214.00
University of Wisconsin 50.20 337.00
Northeastern University 19.80 128.50
Washington University 29.20 189.00
Brooklyn Law School 36.60 229.00
DePaul University 38.00 236.00
Case Western Reserve University 32.00 192.98
Pace University 31.60 189.00
Indiana University - Bloomington 27.60 159.00
University of Connecticut 34.80 186.00
Hofstra University 27.80 141.00
University of Mississippi 13.60 67.00
University of San Francisco 24.20 118.00
Gonzaga University 20.80 99.00
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University of Chicago 29.60
Yale University 43.80
Stanford University 43.40




University of Virginia 60.20
New York University 64.20
University of Southern California 53.40







University of Illinois 32.40
University of Pittsburgh 30.20
University of Iowa 39.40
Rutgers University - Camden 31.40
College of William and Mary 30.00
University of Texas 52.80
Rutgers University 41.00
Gerogetown University 65.40
University of Wisconsin 50.20
Yeshiva University - Cardozo 33.80
University of Georgia 34.00
University of Pennsylvania 34.60
George Washington University 41.40
IIT Chicago - Kent 27.60
University of Colorado 28.80
Tulane University 47.60
University of San Francisco 24.20
University California - Davis 31.80
University of Minnesota 35.80
University of California - Western 27.00
Ohio State University 34.00
University of Indiana 27.60
Southern Methodist University 35.00
Washington University 29.20
Case Western Reserve University 32.00
Northeastern University 19.80
University of West Virginia 25.40
University of Connecticut 34.80
American University 35.40
Hofstra University 27.80
University of Maryland 41.80































































































































































ARTICLES PUBLISHED PER FACULTY MEMBER




Law School Faculty Articles
University of Chicago 29.60 26.83
Yale University 43.80 27.17
University of Southern California 35.40 19.50
University of Michigan 46.20 24.00
Harvard University 65.20 31.00
Emory University 33.40 15.17
Stanford University 43.40 19.00
Boston University 42.40 18.00
Columbia University 52.60 22.00
Northwestern University 40.60 16.50
UCLA 47.80 19.00
Duke University 36.00 14.00
University of Illinois 32.40 12.50
New York University 64.20 24.00
University of Pittsburgh 30.20 10.00
University of Iowa 39.40 12.50
University of Virginia 60.20 18.33
Rutgers University - Camden 31.40 9.50
University of California - Berkeley 54.50 15.50
College of William and Mary 30.00 8.00
University of Texas 52.80 13.83
Rutgers University - Newark 41.00 10.00
Cornell University 29.40 7.00
Georgetown University 65.40 15.50
University of Wisconsin 50.20 11.00
Yeshiva University - Cardozo 33.80 7.00
University of Georgia 34.00 7.00
University of Pennsylvania 34.60 7.00
Vanderbilt University 26.00 5.00
George Washington University 41.40 7.50
IIT Chicago - Kent 27.60 5.00
University of Colorado 28.80 5.00
Tulane University 47.60 8.00
University of San Francisco 24.20 4.00
University of California - Davis 31.80 5.00
University of Minnesota 35.80 5.50
California Western 27.00 4.00
Ohio State University 34.00 5.00
Indiana University - Bloomington 27.60 4.00
Southern Methodist University 35.00 5.00
Washington University 29.20 4.00
Case Western Reserve University 32.00 4.33
Northeastern University 19.80 2.50
West Virginia University 25.40 3.00
University of Connecticut 34.80 4.00
American University 35.40 4.00
Holstra University 27.80 3.00
University of Maryland 41.80 4.50
University of Kansas 28.00 3.00
DePaul University 38.00 4.00
Articles
per Faculty
Member
.91
.62
.55
.52
.48
.45
.44
.42
.42
.41
.40
.39
.39
.37
.33
.32
.30
.30
.28
.27
.26
.24
.24
.24
.22
.21
.21
.20
.19
.18
.18
.17
.17
.17
.16
.15
.15
.15
.14
.14
.14
.14
.13
.12
.11
.11
.11
.11
.11
.11
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